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Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewsCaribou/Targhee BMP Reviews

Since 1990, Since 1990, 
twenty four twenty four 
timber sales timber sales 
have been have been 
reviewedreviewed by by 
the Forestthe Forest



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review

Purpose Purpose –– Determine how BMPs were Determine how BMPs were 
addressed throughout the timber sale planning addressed throughout the timber sale planning 
process and applied onprocess and applied on--thethe--groundground
Issue and Concerns IdentificationIssue and Concerns Identification
Protection and mitigation requirementsProtection and mitigation requirements
OnOn--thethe--Ground ImplementationGround Implementation
Effectiveness in maintaining aquatic resourcesEffectiveness in maintaining aquatic resources



MultiMulti--Disciplinary TeamDisciplinary Team
Forest PersonnelForest Personnel

Hydrologist, Soil Scientist, Hydrologist, Soil Scientist, 
Timber Program Manager, Timber Program Manager, 
Staff Officer, District Ranger, Staff Officer, District Ranger, 
Sale Administrator, EngineerSale Administrator, Engineer

State of IdahoState of Idaho
Department of Lands, Department of Lands, 
Department of Environmental Department of Environmental 
Quality, Fish and Game, Quality, Fish and Game, 
Department of Water Department of Water 
ResourcesResources

OthersOthers
Timber Purchaser/Operator, Timber Purchaser/Operator, 
Greater Yellowstone Greater Yellowstone 
Coalition, Other interested Coalition, Other interested 
individualsindividuals



Silvicultural Nonpoint Source Task Force Field FormSilvicultural Nonpoint Source Task Force Field Form



Compliance and EffectivenessCompliance and Effectiveness



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review

Of the 24 Timber Sales Reviewed:Of the 24 Timber Sales Reviewed:
14 sales had 14 sales had GOOD Implementation and GOOD Implementation and 

GOOD EffectivenessGOOD Effectiveness
8 sales had 8 sales had PARTIAL Implementation and PARTIAL Implementation and 

GOOD to ADEQUATE EffectivenessGOOD to ADEQUATE Effectiveness
1 sale had 1 sale had FAIR Implementation and      FAIR Implementation and      

FAIR to ADEQUATE EffectivenessFAIR to ADEQUATE Effectiveness
1 sale had 1 sale had PARTIAL Implementation and PARTIAL Implementation and 

POOR EffectivenessPOOR Effectiveness



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review
Good Implementation Good Implementation –– All NEPA listed BMPs were All NEPA listed BMPs were 
implemented; appropriate IFPA BMPs implementedimplemented; appropriate IFPA BMPs implemented
Partial Implementation Partial Implementation –– All NEPA BMPs were implemented, All NEPA BMPs were implemented, 
but not all IFPAbut not all IFPA
Fair Implementation Fair Implementation –– One or more NEPA and IFPA BMPs One or more NEPA and IFPA BMPs 
not implementednot implemented
Good Effectiveness Good Effectiveness –– No sediment in streams observedNo sediment in streams observed
Adequate Effectiveness Adequate Effectiveness –– Some sediment but no degradation Some sediment but no degradation 
of Beneficial Uses/aquatic habitat observedof Beneficial Uses/aquatic habitat observed
Fair Effectiveness Fair Effectiveness –– Some sediment and minor degradation of Some sediment and minor degradation of 
Beneficial Uses/aquatic habitat observedBeneficial Uses/aquatic habitat observed
Poor Effectiveness Poor Effectiveness –– Beneficial Uses/aquatic habitat degradedBeneficial Uses/aquatic habitat degraded



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review

Implementation Implementation –– PartialPartial
Effectiveness Effectiveness -- GoodGood

19901990OverlookOverlook

Implementation Implementation –– PartialPartial
Effectiveness Effectiveness –– AdequateAdequate

19901990BrockmanBrockman

Implementation Implementation –– PartialPartial
Effectiveness Effectiveness –– Adequate (Minor Adequate (Minor 
Sediment)Sediment)

19901990NounanNounan



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review

Implementation Implementation –– FairFair
Effectiveness Effectiveness –– Fair (Wind Fair (Wind 
blowdownblowdown))

1997/1998/1997/1998/
1999/ 20001999/ 2000

Bloomington Bloomington 
(Mariah)(Mariah)

Implementation Implementation –– PartialPartial
Effectiveness Effectiveness –– AdequateAdequate

19961996North PebbleNorth Pebble

Implementation Implementation –– PartialPartial
Effectiveness Effectiveness –– Poor (Road Poor (Road 
build adjacent to creek)build adjacent to creek)

19921992Alder FlatAlder Flat



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review

Upper Dry Creek Unit 7 Upper Dry Creek Unit 7 –– 2004 2004 –– Cut 2003Cut 2003



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review

Harvest Unit 5 Harvest Unit 5 –– Unauthorized Dry Draw Unauthorized Dry Draw XingXing



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review

Sediment below ephemeral channel road Sediment below ephemeral channel road xingxing



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review

Rutted Skid Trail Rutted Skid Trail –– Operations suspended by Operations suspended by 
Sale AdministratorSale Administrator



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review

Miles Canyon landing site Miles Canyon landing site –– 20032003
Ripped and seeded in fall 2003, slash burned Ripped and seeded in fall 2003, slash burned 
20042004



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review

Miles Canyon 2003Miles Canyon 2003



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review

Beacon Basin Beacon Basin –– 20032003



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review

Beacon Basin Beacon Basin –– 20032003



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review

SummarySummary
Of the 24 sales reviewed, the majority had good to Of the 24 sales reviewed, the majority had good to 
partial implementation with good to adequate partial implementation with good to adequate 
effectiveness. effectiveness. 
Only 1 sale was found to adversely effect water Only 1 sale was found to adversely effect water 
quality and aquatic resources.quality and aquatic resources.

Adverse effect was from road location/constructionAdverse effect was from road location/construction
The greatest disturbance is from roads, skid trails and The greatest disturbance is from roads, skid trails and 
landings rather than the harvesting units themselves.landings rather than the harvesting units themselves.



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review

ConclusionConclusion
Where BMPs are appropriately identified and applied, Where BMPs are appropriately identified and applied, 
affected resources are adequately protected.  affected resources are adequately protected.  
Problems can and have occurred when BMPs are Problems can and have occurred when BMPs are 
either not applied as prescribed or inadequately either not applied as prescribed or inadequately 
implementedimplemented
The BMP Review Process is working well on the The BMP Review Process is working well on the 
Caribou/Targhee National Forest and will be Caribou/Targhee National Forest and will be 
continued on an annual basis.continued on an annual basis.



Caribou/Targhee BMP ReviewCaribou/Targhee BMP Review



CaribouCaribou--Targhee NFTarghee NF
2004 TMDL Monitoring2004 TMDL Monitoring

1515thth Annual Nonpoint Source Water Quality Monitoring Results WorkshoAnnual Nonpoint Source Water Quality Monitoring Results Workshopp
January 4January 4--6, 20056, 2005

Brad Higginson, CaribouBrad Higginson, Caribou--Targhee NFTarghee NF



Subbasin Implementation PlansSubbasin Implementation Plans

Blackfoot River SubbasinBlackfoot River Subbasin

Portneuf River SubbasinPortneuf River Subbasin
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Portneuf River SubbasinPortneuf River Subbasin

Suspended Sediment and  Suspended Sediment and  
Depth FinesDepth Fines

SedimentSedimentWalker CreekWalker Creek

DO & Nutr.DO & Nutr.South Fork South Fork 
Hawkins CreekHawkins Creek

Cherry CreekCherry Creek
Suspended Sediment, Suspended Sediment, 

Depth Fines, &Depth Fines, &
Nutrient (N & P)Nutrient (N & P)

Nutrients & Nutrients & 
SedimentSediment

Mill CreekMill Creek
(Trib. to Birch)(Trib. to Birch)

MonitoringMonitoringPollutantsPollutantsWaterbodyWaterbody



Portneuf River Subbasin TargetsPortneuf River Subbasin Targets
Suspended SedimentSuspended Sediment
•• High flows: High flows: ≤≤ 80 mg/l (1480 mg/l (14--day ave.)day ave.)
•• Low flows: Low flows: ≤≤ 50 mg/l (2850 mg/l (28--day ave.)day ave.)

Depth FinesDepth Fines
•• Sediment < 6.25 mm: Sediment < 6.25 mm: ≤≤ 25% of substrate by volume25% of substrate by volume
•• Sediment < 0.85 mm: Sediment < 0.85 mm: ≤≤ 10% of substrate by volume10% of substrate by volume

NutrientNutrient
•• N: Not to exceed 0.3 mg/l of N as total inorganic NN: Not to exceed 0.3 mg/l of N as total inorganic N
•• P: Not to exceed 0.075 mg/l of P as total P (P: Not to exceed 0.075 mg/l of P as total P (may may ∆∆ to to 

0.05 mg/l0.05 mg/l))



Portneuf ResultsPortneuf Results

Walker CreekWalker Creek

South Fork South Fork 
Hawkins CreekHawkins Creek

Cherry CreekCherry Creek

Mill CreekMill Creek
(Trib. to Birch)(Trib. to Birch)

WaterbodyWaterbody

N/AN/A
< 6.3 mm = 28%< 6.3 mm = 28%
< 0.85 mm = 6%< 0.85 mm = 6%

14 cfs = 2614 cfs = 26
0.3 cfs =  4.70.3 cfs =  4.7

N = 0.025 & < 0.01N = 0.025 & < 0.01
P = 0.124 & 0.075P = 0.124 & 0.075

< 6.3 mm = 62%< 6.3 mm = 62%
< 0.85 mm = 27%< 0.85 mm = 27%

1cfs = 1301cfs = 130
0.6 cfs =  140.6 cfs =  14

N = < 0.066 & < 0.036N = < 0.066 & < 0.036
P = 0.035 & 0.043P = 0.035 & 0.043

< 6.3 mm = 8%< 6.3 mm = 8%
< 0.85 mm = 24%< 0.85 mm = 24%

14 cfs = 2114 cfs = 21
2 cfs =  122 cfs =  12

N = 0.181 & < 0.01N = 0.181 & < 0.01
P = 0.023 & 0.018P = 0.023 & 0.018

< 6.3 mm = 16%< 6.3 mm = 16%
< 0.85 mm = 4%< 0.85 mm = 4%

14 cfs = 8.714 cfs = 8.7
2 cfs = 3.7 2 cfs = 3.7 

Nutrient (mg/l)Nutrient (mg/l)
Total Inorganic N &Total Inorganic N &

Total as PTotal as P
(5/17/04 & 8/18/04)(5/17/04 & 8/18/04)

Depth FinesDepth Fines
[25% (6.3 mm) & [25% (6.3 mm) & 
10% (0.85 mm)]10% (0.85 mm)]

Total Total 
Suspended Suspended 
Sediment Sediment 

(mg/l)(mg/l)



South Fork Hawkins CreekSouth Fork Hawkins Creek

Suspended sediment, depth fines, and phosphorusSuspended sediment, depth fines, and phosphorus
Downcut, nonDowncut, non--functioning, with a  slight upward trendfunctioning, with a  slight upward trend
Road closures in the mid 1980s (mixed recovery)Road closures in the mid 1980s (mixed recovery)
Closed to grazing in 1995Closed to grazing in 1995
Limited grazing now allowedLimited grazing now allowed
Wildfire in August 2000Wildfire in August 2000
Bank Stability = 21% StableBank Stability = 21% Stable



Walker CreekWalker Creek
Livestock grazingLivestock grazing
Road parallels creekRoad parallels creek
RecreationRecreation
42% Bank Disturbance42% Bank Disturbance



Blackfoot River SubbasinBlackfoot River Subbasin

Depth FinesDepth Fines
AndAnd

Bank StabilityBank Stability

UnknownUnknownMaybe CanyonMaybe Canyon

Angus CreekAngus Creek
Lanes CreekLanes Creek
Sheep CreekSheep Creek
Diamond CreekDiamond Creek

DFs, BS, and TurbidityDFs, BS, and TurbidityDry Valley CreekDry Valley Creek

Slug CreekSlug Creek

SedimentSediment

Trail CreekTrail Creek

Sediment & Sediment & 
OrganicsOrganicsBlackfoot RiverBlackfoot River

MonitoringMonitoringPollutantsPollutantsWaterbodyWaterbody



Blackfoot River Subbasin TargetsBlackfoot River Subbasin Targets
Depth FinesDepth Fines
•• Sediment < 6.25 mm: Sediment < 6.25 mm: ≤≤ 25% of substrate by volume25% of substrate by volume
•• Sediment < 0.85 mm: Sediment < 0.85 mm: ≤≤ 10% of substrate by volume10% of substrate by volume

Bank StabilityBank Stability = 80% Stable Stream Banks= 80% Stable Stream Banks

Turbidity (Dry Valley Creek)Turbidity (Dry Valley Creek)
•• Above Mine: 40.55 NTU (high Q) & 24.23 NTU (low Q)Above Mine: 40.55 NTU (high Q) & 24.23 NTU (low Q)
•• Below Mine: No net increase of 4.6 NTU and daily Below Mine: No net increase of 4.6 NTU and daily 

maximum not to exceed 20.15 NTU maximum not to exceed 20.15 NTU 



Blackfoot Results Blackfoot Results –– 1 of 21 of 2

65%,65%, 85% , 85% , 
88%, & 87% 88%, & 87% 

< 6.3 mm = 59%< 6.3 mm = 59%
< 0.85 mm = 26%< 0.85 mm = 26%

Angus CreekAngus Creek

Slug CreekSlug Creek

Trail CreekTrail Creek

Maybe CanyonMaybe Canyon

Blackfoot RiverBlackfoot River

WaterbodyWaterbody

72%, 69%,72%, 69%,
100%, & 100%, & 79%79%Fines and OrganicsFines and Organics

94% Stable94% Stable
< 6.3 mm = 76%< 6.3 mm = 76%
< 0.85 mm = 39%< 0.85 mm = 39%

69%69%
< 6.3 mm = 36%< 6.3 mm = 36%
< 0.85 mm = 13%< 0.85 mm = 13%

89% Stable89% Stable
< 6.3 mm = 15%< 6.3 mm = 15%
< 0.85 mm = 5%< 0.85 mm = 5%

% Stable % Stable 
BankBankDepth FinesDepth Fines



Blackfoot Results Blackfoot Results –– 2 of 22 of 2

58% Stable58% Stable
< 6.3 mm = 99.7%< 6.3 mm = 99.7%
< 0.85 mm = 90%< 0.85 mm = 90%

Dry Valley Dry Valley 
CreekCreek

44%, 72%, 44%, 72%, 
& 88%& 88%

< 6.3 mm = 38%< 6.3 mm = 38%
< 0.85 mm = 14%< 0.85 mm = 14%

Diamond Diamond 
CreekCreek

78%78% & 89%& 89%
< 6.3 mm = 32%< 6.3 mm = 32%
< 0.85 mm = 9%< 0.85 mm = 9%

Sheep CreekSheep Creek

86% & 98%86% & 98%
< 6.3 mm = 16%< 6.3 mm = 16%
< 0.85 mm = 4%< 0.85 mm = 4%

Lanes CreekLanes Creek

WaterbodyWaterbody % Stable % Stable 
BankBankDepth FinesDepth Fines

Dry Valley Creek Turbidity (5/26/04) = 1.14 NTUDry Valley Creek Turbidity (5/26/04) = 1.14 NTU



Blackfoot ConclusionsBlackfoot Conclusions

Depth fines were monitored, but this is not an Depth fines were monitored, but this is not an 
appropriate for several streams in the drainageappropriate for several streams in the drainage

Lack of pool/riffle complexesLack of pool/riffle complexes
Fine grained valley bottomsFine grained valley bottoms
Beaver activityBeaver activity

Where depth fines are used, refinement of targets Where depth fines are used, refinement of targets 
could occur based on stream sizecould occur based on stream size
Bank Stability is a function of livestock grazing, Bank Stability is a function of livestock grazing, 
willow abundance, mining activity, and roadingwillow abundance, mining activity, and roading



Blackfoot Subbasin Streams where Blackfoot Subbasin Streams where 
Depth Fines May Be AppropriateDepth Fines May Be Appropriate

Blackfoot River

Maybe
Canyon

Lanes Creek
(some beaver)

Sheep Creek
(some beaver)

Diamond Creek
(some beaver)



Depth FinesDepth Fines
are not Appropriateare not Appropriate

Angus
Creek

Trail
Creek

Slug CreekDry Valley
Creek



Overall ConclusionsOverall Conclusions

Depth Fines is not an appropriate surrogate on Depth Fines is not an appropriate surrogate on 
several streams in the Blackfoot Subbasinseveral streams in the Blackfoot Subbasin
Watershed improvement projects targeted at Watershed improvement projects targeted at 
sediment reduction would benefit South Fork sediment reduction would benefit South Fork 
Hawkins Creek and Walker CreekHawkins Creek and Walker Creek
Streambank protection/improvement projects Streambank protection/improvement projects 
and livestock management improvements and livestock management improvements 
would benefit several streams in the Blackfoot would benefit several streams in the Blackfoot 
drainagedrainage




